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Abstract 
The main goal of this research was to develop a conceptual model for defining the relationship between organizational agility and
transformational leadership in personnel service recovery among governmental organizations. Due to the role of service recovery
in customer satisfaction, previous researches have been focused on different factors leading to better service recovery. Due to its 
interwoven relationship with organizational flexibility and transformational leadership (with its supportive role) as well as with
service recovery, organizational agility can play an eminent role in this process. Present research was on the basis 149 randomly-
selected personnel; the findings indicated that (1) transformational leadership and (2) organizational agility have positive impact
on service recovery. Moreover the findings indicated that suitable application of organizational agility and transformational 
leadership may lead the organization to better and suitable service recovery. The mutual role of these two factors can help 
managers in governmental organizations to pay more attention to the leadership styles applied in these organizations. 
© 2016 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
Peer-review under responsibility of the Ardabil Industrial Management Institute. 
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1. Introduction 
Failure in service delivery occurs when the required services provided in some poor and incomplete ways; this 
would lead to more costs and energy and would be a great hurdle on the way of competition with other 
organizations. Service recovery is an action during which one can employ facilities logically in a way that it makes 
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more lucidity among customers (Othman et al 2013, 117). It is for decades that organizations and companies are 
trying to improve the speed and efficiency of providing information and the materials related to organizational 
performance in service delivery chain to show the importance of time-oriented competitive advantage in dynamic 
business environments; while no companies have been able to convert their operational success to constant 
performance. Despite the improvement in speed and operational performance, institutes create an area of competitive 
conflict when they cannot react to the environmental dynamism and unexpected challenges. Institutes must try both 
to facilitate the process of goal fulfillment and to create agility and compatibility (Shin et al 2o15, 181). When the 
clients are not satisfied due to lack of suitable service delivery, organization would try to concentrate on the recovery 
of those deficiencies to have an impact on costumers' appraisals and behaviors (Baker et al, 2015, 181). This requires 
leader's speed, flexibility and ability in changing conditions. In non-profit organizations, the client-personnel and 
client-organization relationships are among the kinds in which services received without any financial turn. This 
may lead to a condition in which clients would not inclined to declare their dissatisfaction and even the organization  
would not aware of the service delivery failure, the continuity of which may lead to costumers' complaint and 
developing negative attitudes toward the organization; while positive service recovery may lead to customers' 
satisfaction (Homburg & Furst, 2005, 95). Tsourveloudis and Valavanis (2002) defined agility as business potential 
to perform profitable tasks in an international market that is always changing and dividing; moreover they defined it 
with some descriptions like high quality production, high performance, and customized goods and services 
(Tsourveloudis & Valavanis 2002, 330), which indicate the emphasis on agility in profitable organizations; while 
flexibility in non-profit organizations may discussed as agility and affects service recovery.  
2. Review of Literature and Hypotheses 
2.1. Service recovery and transformational leadership 
During the last few years, the ethics, corporate compliance, and anti-fraud functions have confronted a fast 
improvement. This kind of growth was described as a kind of reply to many advanced profile governance defeat and 
coming regulatory reforms (Andreisová, 2016). In general, cultural dimensions of power distance, individualism, 
masculinity, and uncertainty avoidance seem to affect service disconfirmation. The impact of culture on the 
assessment process is investigated to account for the various effects of apology and compensation on customer 
perception about service failure and recovery (Wong, 2004).  
To repeat, the culture influences leadership as much as leadership impacts culture. For example, a powerful 
organizational culture, with advantages and internal help for more independence at lower levels, can impede upper 
administration from expanding its personal power at the cost of middle-level administration. On a more certain level, 
the culture can influence how decisions are made with regard to areas like recruitment, selection, and placement 
inside the organization (Bass & Avoilo, 1993). 
2.2. Leadership style affects cultural functions and organizational performance  
Researchers have examined the links between leadership styles and performance (see Bycio et al., 1995), and also 
between organizational culture and performance (see Denison, 1990; Peters and Waterman, 1982; Kotter and 
Heskett, 1992). Besides, many dimensions of the organizational culture literature refers to the role of leaders in 
‘producing’ and ‘preserving’ special types of culture (for example, Schein, 1992). Following this, the literature 
related to leadership recommends that the power to comprehend and work within a culture is a requirement to 
leadership success (see Hennessey, 1998). 
In order to improve employee and organization performance, transformational leadership develops suitable 
relationship with subordinates and encourages employees to think beyond their personal needs to group and 
organization interest (Burke and Collins 2001).  
As a result through affecting organizational culture, transformational leadership can affect employee's expression 
of apology, word of mouth, and compensation. In conclusion transformational leadership have a positive impact on 
employee’s service performance (Lin, 2011) and long term service relationships (Liau, Chang, 2007). Therefore, 
after occurrence of a service failure, the post-incident service performance relies not only on the timely treatment of 
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employees but also on the leadership style and talent of the manager. In addition, Lin (2011) showed that 
transformational leadership, compared with paternalistic leadership, has positive and significant effect on the service 
recovery performance, but his study conducted in service-oriented industries, while in public and governmental 
service delivery (nonprofit organizations), satisfaction of clients may not be lead profit.  
H1: Transformational Leadership has a positive effect on service recovery in public sector
2.3. Service recovery and organizational agility 
Organizational agility affects the performance of an institution with regard to product and service delivery and 
acts as a facilitator of the affaires related to the institute (Sagara-Tavara et al, 2015); and it plays a role with regard to 
universal customers and the related services (Youssef et al 2014).   
A review of the literature displayed different frameworks and models explaining the idea that specify agility or at 
least proposed various items to examine agility. Finally, 28 frameworks or interchangeable concepts could be 
recognized that can be classified into four domains which are introduced briefly below: 
 • Agile Manufacturing,   
• Agile Software Development, 
 • Agile Organization/Agile Enterprise, and 
 • Agile Workforce.
Arteta and Giachetti (2004) indicated that the central aspect of agility refers to an ability of the enterprise to 
respond to a change. They noted that this common description of agility creates a problem with a priori definition of 
change. According to the authors, this is the main reason why most proposed metrics are retrospective and cannot 
predict how the enterprise will react to change.  
The key distinguishing point is that, flexibilities regarded as competencies are internally focused, providing the 
processes and infrastructure that enable firms to achieve other types of flexibility that are characterized as 
capabilities. Agility contains different types of flexibility and it incorporates the capability to do unintended new 
activities in response to unexpected shifts in market needs or incomparable customer request (Narasimhan et al., 
2006). It has critical effect on organizational response, as recovering from events with potential catastrophic impacts, 
thus designers of organizational systems for emergency response, must ensure both discipline (structure, doctrine, 
and process) and agility (creativity, improvisation, and adaptability) (Harrald, 2006) . Despite the lack of a reliable 
roadmap, nonprofit organizations responded with unaccustomed speed and agility to the urgent humanitarian needs 
(Kapucu, 2006). So, we can interpret that: 
H2: Organizational Agility has a positive effect on Service recovery in public sector   
3. Methodology  
3.1. Sampling and research method  
For conducting the research we first provided a coded list of governmental organization personnel in Ardabil. 
Then we selected 196 codes randomly. The personnel codes along with the questionnaires were sent to the related 
organs. Subjects were informed throughout the research that they would be analyzed unknown and their private 
information would not be published. We had received 169 from among the distributed questionnaires, 149 numbers 
of which were analyzable. The final rate of returned questionnaires was 76.  
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3.2. Measures   
Organizational agility 
Various approaches to agility measurement can be recognized in the literature. Some authors including 
Tsourveloudis and Valavanis, 2002, Yusuf and Adeleye, 2002, and  van Hoek et al., 2001 took advantage of an 
integrated agility index. 
Tallon and Pinsonneault (2011) composed a set of eight indicators to evaluate the organizational agility in each of 
these three dimensions. Tallon and Pinsonneault (2011) tested their scale’s reliability and validity. The questions are 
all measured on a seven-point Likert scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree. The reliability of agility is 
confirmed at .912 by the Cronbach’s alpha.  
Transformational leadership  
Transformational leadership behaviors were measured with short form MLQ-5x, the most frequently used 
measure of transformational leadership. Transformational leadership scale (Bass, Avoilio, 1995) include 20 items 
grouped in 5 subscales, namely intellectual stimulation, behavioral idealized influence, attributed idealized 
influence, inspirational motivation and individual consideration. These MLQ items were evaluated on a 5-point scale 
ranging from never to frequently, with the score for each leader representing the average response across the two 
subordinates who rated the leader. The reliability of MLQ was confirmed by a Cronbach’s alpha of .933.  
Service recovery   
These categories of service failure and recovery strategies were then incorporated into a structured survey 
questionnaire in accordance with Lewis and Spyrakopoulos (2001) strategies: Corrections; Exceptional treatment of 
the complaining customers; Explanations; Apologies; Compensation: monetary or other; Re-direction of the 
complaint to another employee or higher level of management; Nothing, in response to the complaint. 
Respondents rated their answers with respect to the 11 failures that might arise, from 1 = not at all dissatisfied to 
7 = very dissatisfied. The most important failures, in terms of magnitude, were "unwilling employee'' and "wrong 
statement'' (see Table I). Then they rated their satisfaction with alternative types of recovery, from 1 = not at all 
satisfied to 7 = very satisfied.  
4. Results  
4.1. Sample characteristics  
The anthropological characteristics of respondents are presented in table 1. 
Table 1. Profile of participants 
Characteristics  Percent 
Gender    
Male   79.2 
Female   19.8 
Marital status      
Married    86.6 
Single   13.4 
Education    
Diploma and below   4.2 
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Bachelor's degree                                   83.4 
Master's degree and PhD  12.5 
Work experience (in years)    
5  and below   4.2 
6 - 10  6.3 
11 - 15  66.7 
16 - 20  18.8 
21 and higher   4.2 
Results indicated that above 95 percent of the participants in this research are university graduates. 79 percent of 
the subjects were male and above 66 percent of them had work experience between 11 and 15 years.  
The results of factor analysis and reliability of the constructs for service recovery was an item (question) with 
factor loading value of .5, which was deleted from the analysis. The value of RMSE was .110, which was slightly 
higher than 0.10;   from among the items related to organizational agility two items with factor loading value lesser 
than 0.5 were deleted. Items 1 and 4 of transformational leadership were deleted due to their lesser factor loading 
value and RMSEA were calculated .126.  
Table 2. Overall reliability of the constructs and factor loadings of indicators 
Construct  Items Factor loadings  
Service Recovery 
RMSEA=  . 110 
Chi- square =  133.698 
p=.001       
S1 .528  
Cronbach= .869 
S2 .530 
S3 .542 
S4 .502 
S5 .627 
S6 .541 
S7 .766 
S8 .754 
S9 .661 
S10 .657 
S11 n.a. 
Agility  
RMSEA=  .09 
Chi- square= 29.972 p=.008       
Ag1 n.a 
Cronbach= .912 
Ag2 .712 
Ag3 .714 
Ag4 .686 
Ag5 .616 
Ag6 .539 
Ag7 .725 
Ag 8 n.a 
Transformational leadership 
RMSEA=  . 126 
T1 n.a 
Cronbach= .933 
T2 .637 
T3 .517 
T4 n.a 
T5 .509 
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Chi- square=  297.292 
p=.000 
T6 .563 
T7 .660 
T8 .717 
T9 .670 
T10 .757 
T11 .669 
T12 .694 
T13 .624 
T14 .612 
T15 .629 
T16 .672 
T17 .714 
T18 .704 
T19 .610 
T20 .835 
After factor analysis and with eliminating some items the mean and standard deviation of the variables were 
calculated as sd=.595, m=3.55; sd= .656; m=3.43; and sd=.659, m= 3.56 for service recovery, organizational agility 
and transformational leadership, respectively. All these three variables have threshold values above 3.  Service 
recovery has the highest correlation with organizational agility at p<.001; there is also strong correlation between 
organizational agility and transformational leadership (r=.617, p<.001), which may indicate the multi-linear function 
of these variables and their effect on service recovery.  
                    Table 3. Correlation and regression coefficients between variables 
M SD 1 2 3 
Service Recovery 3.55 .595 -- 
Organizational Agility 3.43 .656 .653** -- 
Transformational Leadership 3.56 .659 .617** .571** -- 
                              ** p<.001 
VIF 95% Cl 
tB   
Upper Bound Lower bound 
1.94 .159 2.39*1.05 Constant  
1.75 .696 .108 2.77 .428 .302 Transformational 
leadership
1.82 .607 .032 2.26 .349 .402 Organizational agility  
P<.05       F=17.01      R=.702       *p<.022
On the basis of the obtained results (table 3) we can infer that the higher levels of transformational leadership and 
its parameters would lead to higher levels of service recovery in Ardabil Environmental Protection and Water-
treatment Organization.  
With regard to the obtained statistics (table 14) we can infer that about .70 percent of service recovery variance is 
defined by independent variables of transformational leadership and organizational agility.  
Moreover the role of organizational agility may confirm the second hypothesis; hence organizational agility can 
affect service recovery meaningfully in public service and governmental organizations. The results of Multi-
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colinearity test indicated that despite the relationship between transformational leadership and organizational agility 
there was no Multi-colinearity error in service recovery prediction.  
Result analysis and interpretation indicated that service recovery as one of the important factors in organizational 
management is among the factors that pave the way for easier and better service delivery to the customers and to 
satisfy their needs and expectations; one of these needs is the manner of service delivery and its recovery in the case 
of any failure through presenting detailed description about the manner of service delivery in Ardabil environmental 
and water-treatment organization, apologizing, empowering employees to solve problems in place, compensation, 
and having common courtesy. Processes like concentration on handling customer complaints, equality in 
investigating customer complaint can drive customer's loyalty. With regard to its importance in service recovery, if 
organizational agility is along with the ability in internal business processes to have a quick response to market 
change or customer's needs and with the organization's capability to have quick reaction to the changes through 
continuous control and rapid recovery of services and products as well as with investment in this area, it can improve 
the process of service recovery.  Along with the impact of organizational agility, transformational leadership with its 
parameters can affect the manner of dealing with weakness in service and product delivery.  
5. Applied suggestions  
Transformational leadership and organizational agility are linked to other organizational factors, which indicate 
that organization must be unified in service recovery to reform the deficiencies related to the process of service 
delivery. Hence we must study the process of service delivery to find major factors in its success; moreover we must 
identify other organizational factors endangering non-profit organizations. In defining the leadership of such 
organizations in which there is no financial links or attitudes to gain profit from the clients, some dimensions of 
transformational leadership like high ability to mentally perused people and having influence on them can facilitate 
service recovery.  
 Different types of agility have been studied in productive and profit organizations and it seems necessary to study 
new dimensions of agility in public and governmental organizations to obtain the effective parameters in such 
organizations. The combination of agility with cultural parameters along with other effective factors would be a 
great help to identify those parameters.  
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